N OT the least disadvantage against which we have had to contend in the building up of reputable collec tions of works of art, and the founda tion of a vigorous national art, has been the persistent disparagemen t of things Canadian, and the lag-accentuated by local snobbery, ignorance, and parochialismbetween the recogni tion of what was good thirty· years ago, and what is good to-day. The assumption that nothing from so new and raw a country.as Canada could possibly be aesthetically valu able, though unfortunate, was regrettably true, ·at least until the late eighties. But that this should have led to a flooding of the Canadian market wi th patently inferior European work, and later, on the basis of a misplaced patriotic fervour, to the praise of anything Canadian, irrespective of its aesthetic integrity, can only be a cause for self-reproach.
A study of the art movements in Eastern Canada during the gestation period-roughly from 1880 to 1910-reveals many strange, sad, and amusing anomalies resulting from the growing conflict between those who clung tenaciously to the European salons and those who were becoming increasingly conscious of the need for patronizing local art. Nor is such a survey without its moral implications, for only too often is ita case of plus Ita change, plus c' est la meme chose.· The struggles and the foolishness of the fin-de-siecle period have their counterpart to-day. But ifrepetition should make us despondent, it is at least true that controversy, however bigoted, is better than apathy. Besides which we have to-day an advantage lacking to the "rebels" of the early 1900'S; we are living after a genuine revolution in Canadian art. However dissatisfied one may be with their tenets and their work, there is no denying that the Group of Seven completely changed the course of our local art, and infused it wi th a vi tali ty which the "rebels" of 1907 sought in vain to discover.
Before embarking on our survey it would be as well to sketch in the background as it existed about 1880. Up to the formation of the Ontario Society of Artists in 1872 and the Royal Canadian Academy in 188o, there existed no permanent institutions around which artistic talent might crystallize; nor, in truth, was there much artistic talen t. Kane and Krieghoff were dead, and while there existed such honest practitioners as Jacobi, O'Brien, and Cresswell, talent in general was at a low ebb. The completion of the C.P.R. and the success of other commercial ventures had not yet taken place, with the result that there was no weal thy class to aid aspiring pain ters, even had the desire been present. And by a curious piece of snobbery, analogous to the refusal to see anything good in Canadian art, the fine carving, domestic handicrafts, archi tecture, and the like existing in the Province of Quebec, was regarded-as one of our leading cri tics s till professes to regard the work of the Skeena Indians-as "grotesque in design and crude in execution."l Bu t con curren tly wi th the establishmen t of the Society and the Academy there arose a group of young men whose work, if unequal in value, had a considerable effect in quickening the sluggish progress of Canadian art. The most important of these men were: William Brymner. (1855 -1925 William Cruikshank (1849-19'22); John Fraser (1838 -1898 Robert Gagen (r 848-1926) ; Henri 'Newton McTavish, The Fine Arts in Canada, Toronto, 1925 , chap. i. Julien (1851 -1908 C. M. Manly (1855 C. M. Manly ( -1924 and Homer Watson (1855-1936) . Later, there also appeared Maurice Cullen , J. W. Morrice (18 65-1924) , and Horatio Walker. Meanwhile, through the development of the country, wealthy families were rising in Montreal, and with their appearance came the need for culture as a badge of social distinction. This formative :period, as revealed through contemporary documents, was probably productive of as much bad taste as was ever concentrated in so short a period among so small a population. But that this was so should not provoke us to sneers, for we are witnesses to the pre-natal stirrings of what was later to become a vital living organism. Viewed through a microscope its gyrations appear somewhat ridiculous; but if there be any tragedy it is to be found in the monstrous gaffes which, with the lesson of history behind us, and with a live, if sometimes directionless and unruly native art present among us, still occur to-day. If history repeats itself, it is but a witness to human limitations-to the way in which the same pomposities and chicaneries, as well as the beau tiful 'and significan t ac ts, occur again and aga1l1 .
Montreal in the eighties was regarded as the culmral centre of Canada. But it was merely an oversea appendage of Victorian middle-class industrialism, and we look in vain among the catalogues of the Art Association of Montreal (founded in 1860), or among the collections of the wealthy-Sir William Van Horne always exceptedfor signs of taste or discrimination, or of encouragemen t for the younger painters. In Europe, ,Renoir, Cezanne, Pissarro, and Monet were at work, but if the Parisian bourgeois was unable to see their worth, how could Man treal be expec ted to do so r ART AND PHlLISTIA Selecting a catalogue at random,' one finds that the 1881 exhibition of the Art Association of Mon treal, held at the galleries of the Association in Philip Square, contained, among other things, the Gibb Collection, recen tly bequeathed to the city. This consisted mainly of work by the nineteenth-century Dutch School-painters of sentimental gem'e pieces, church interiors, competent but un·inspired landscapes, and flashy still-lifes. Names which even in 1880 were but pale echoes, sound to-day like some grotesque invention, so completely are they forgotten: Weiser, Crabeels, Vanseverdonck, Koekkoek, Verboeckhoven, Verwee, Verschaar, Grips, Tschaggeny. The contemporaries of these nonen ti ties, it is in teresting to record, were Manet, Daumier, D egas, and others; their compa triot, Van Gogh. Bu t if for Crab eels, Koekkoek, and Grips are substituted Bosboom, Israels, and Weiss enbruch, what average collection bequeathed to the city of M ontreal to-day would be very different?
This same exhibition also featured copies (then much in vogue) of Andrea del Sarto, Salvator Rosa,. and others; some sculpture "from the an tique," presen ted, appropriately enough, by the National Historical Society. Of contemporary sculpture there were "The Song of the Shirt" and a "Bust of Hebe." There was also a loan collection which actually included one Millet and one Daumier ("The Critics"), and a few Canadian works by the more conservative of the younger painters, including Harris, Verner, Edson, and Eaton.
The aesthetic taste of people of substance has remained much the same from that day to this, and Mon treal has long been a paradise for the shrewd dealer. More amusing, however, because it is so much more serious, is the I t is easy to laugh at the ponderous digni ty and pretentiousness that marked this exhibition of third-rate products of the Paris salons-easy to smile at the parochial self-consciousness which sought to give the tawdry glamour of Empire furni ture to this sorry crew of nonen ti ties. · But in doing so one might fail to listen to the ominous· echoes ringing down the corridors of time, which attest to a contemporary point of view not so vastly different from that of forty years ago. Have not some of these comments a familiar ring 1 What more could one ask, except some faint indication, apart from the information that an artist pain ts wi th his left hand, or lives in Paris, as to what value his work has? It is of little account that at this time Renoir; Monet, Cezanne; and the rest were at the heigh t of their powers, when to-day a belated interest in the Impressionists still renders most moneyed collectors blind to the virtues of contemporary art.
But it is more important, and more interesting, to notice the curious dissipation of forces when "rebels" determined to break away from the stifling atmosphere of contemporary taste, and founded the Canadian Art Club in Toronto in 1907. Everywhere a spirit of change was in the air. There was a growing dissatisfaction with the stuffy prejudice against things Canadian-though this prejudice might have been justified in a cultured people with a long art tradition, here it was intolerable-with the importation of poor European work, with the general lack of interest in furthering the visual arts as a creative force in the community; and the consequent lack of funds and accommodation. Though there was the alluring prospect of the Toronto Art Museum ahead in April, 1906, the Canadian Architect and Builder wisely took this occasion to preach a sermon on the lack of public interest, the lack of co-operation among the artists, and decided that "the conviction is growing that we have no method.'" It was in this atmosphere that the Canadian Art Club was founded. Its subsequent history is an interesting example of how the strength of a rebel movemen t can be completely dissipated through a misunderstanding of the root causes of the malaise against which it struggles. The difference between the failure of the Pre-Raphaelite Brotherhood and the Canadian Art Club is one of degree only. The The first thing that strikes one about these men is that most of them are middle-aged-rather late in life to be the torch-bearers of a new revolution. The first exhibition was held in 1908. OpenIng it, Wilkie remarked: "We aim to produce something Canadian in spirit ... strong and vital and living, like our North-West land ; not what is cheap and popular." He stressed the fact that members had come out from an older association "not to disrupt it nor ... to injure it in any way; but only to cultivate and develop our special aim." Artists returning from abroad, he went on to say, "experienced a shock in realizing the lack of sympathy with their aims and objects, the lack of artistic facilities of any kind, the lack of intelligent critics, the lack of a sui table building where works of art can be properly shown, and, above all, the lack of any apparent 3Issue of April, 1906. desire on the part of their compatriots to see things change for the better." These are poin ted and accurate observations. Later, E. F. B . Johnston, K.c., in reviewing the first exhibition, threw out some salutary remarks: "Petty jealousies grow quickly; the desire to advertise and sell becomes paramount; favoritism is too often the order of the day; good sharp criticism must be given and takenin the true spirit." Strong words these, and much needed. But in reading Johnston' s later remarks in an article written for the London Studio, one doubts whether he h as hold of the righ t end of the s tick. While some years ago, he remarks, there was no feeling for art amongst the public, yet now one can see everywhere "magnificen t pain tings by I sraels, Mauve, the Maris brothers, and Weissenbruch." Was this the stake, one wonders, for which the Club gambled so heavily? Again, Professor Mavor, in reviewing an exhibition by the Club, while conceding "an undeniable note of sinceri ty," suggests that Gagnon "lacks distinction ." Now of all the painter members of the Club, apart from Morrice who is in a class by him self, Gagnon, Cullen, and Watson were at that date making the heaviest contribution to the development of Canadian art.
It is apparent that though its aim was laudable, the Club was pursuing the wrong course with extreme exactness-a con ten tion which i ts early disbanding seems to support. The resounding clarion-call turned ou t finally to be only a shrill piping. The organization was hesitant to plunge, quick to retract its heresies as time went on. In 1915 , if my informa tion is correct, the Club was dissolved.
Aesthetically it had misfired. It had sought to remedy public apathy and artistic bankruptcy with palliatives rather than with radical excisions. It had mistaken its mild revolt against officialdom for an invitation to liberty. I t had erroneously iden tified the defection of a mildly dis-satisfied group with the infusing of a new vitality into Canadian art. As the Lancastrian experiment of government was to the parliamentary system, so was the Canadian Art Club to the new direction given to Canadian art by the Group of Seven, when they recognized that a new environment must be interpreted in a new way. I t was a noble effort which failed less because it was before its time than because, wi th a few exceptions, its till lay under the hand of the Dutch and Barbizon Schools, and the official mannerisms of the Royal Canadian Academy and i is spiri tual paren t, the Royal Academy.
Even to-day, the dead hand of tradi tion-dead, because we make it so, by too implicit reliance-lies heavily upon us ; and the work of the Group of Seven, as is always the case, has been stereotyped by its followers. Tradition 'should be the great touchstone to which experience is referred; to make it more than that is to enslave oneself. The history of art is one of continual flux-of the continual adaptation of new ideas to the main stream, ceaselessly flowing. Only thus can a great Canadian art be developed beyond the embryonic stage.
